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Abstract 
This article deals with the composite threat-practices that change interlocutors’ dispositions of emotional states within the 
communicative performative construct of threat and that may extend communicative space of this construct. The communicative 
threat construct allows us to study and organize I-speaker and I-hearer’s possible dispositions of emotional states generated by 
the threats in combination with additional elements in menasive communicative space. The number of additional elements points 
to the cognitive complexity of threat-acts. These elements can soften the effect of threats on I-hearer’s emotional state and 
strengthen their complex pragmatic effect.  
 
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
Peer-review under responsibility ofthe Scientific Committee of LKTI 2015. 
Keywords: Performative practice; composite performative threat-practice; communicative performative construct; emotional state (comfort, 
affect, discomfort); I-speaker and I-hearer’s dispositions of emotional states. 
1. Introduction 
The most common form to express communicative-intentional content of performative utterances is a standard 
performative formula that is capable of various modifications, transformations, different constructive changes and 
constructive expansions, acquiring the status of a composite performative formation (complex) or performative 
composite (Romanova, 2009). The performative composite is a combination that has the following structural 
formation in its base: performative element + additional component (PE + AD). As a specific class of language 
elements they play a special role in a social-communicative interaction, in the construction of new social-
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communicative relations between participants of certain life scenarios (Romanova, 2009).  
 
2. Basic assumptions 
 
Performative composites represent a single semantic and structural complex (Romanova, 2009), the meaning of 
which is an "inseparable semantics" (Ufimceva, 1974) and the meaning of which cannot be divided into parts; it can 
only be identified with the whole "unit of thought" (Chesnokov, 1979). Despite the existence of linguistic facts 
fixing interaction of performative verbs in unusual for them grammatical forms with additional elements, it should 
be noted that the phenomenon of composite performatives wasn’t in the focus of researchers’ attention (Romanova, 
2009). Also cognitive specificity of language element combinations in a complex sign (composite performative) was 
not the subject of a special analysis in domestic or foreign studies (Romanova, 2009). In this regard, it should be 
mentioned that the composite threat-performatives, their semantic features and pragmatic function in social 
interaction were not the subject of study. 
It is known that there is possibility to measure all objects in any objective units (meters, for example, or 
centimeters) in the world of objects. But there are no generally accepted methods in the world of communication 
and communicative actions (Romanova, 2009). From this standpoint it is important to find out how a person 
interprets and evaluates different performative threat-utterances in the canonical and composite variants in the 
discursive space of social communication. Also it is important to know how to study and classify the emotional 
effect that the composite performative threats have on interlocutors (see more about the study of the emotional effect 
of the canonical performative threats on the communicants: Romanov & Novoselova, 2012; 2012a; 2013; 
Novoselova, 2013). 
 
3. Methodology 
 
To answer to these questions we should consider discursive threat-practices from the point of communicative 
constructivism, that is, as a communicative construct of threat (see more about construct: H'ell, & Zigler, 1997; 
Kelli, 2000). Indeed, a flow of threat-statements may turn into chaos if interlocutors don’t have this model for 
semantic structuring of threats, their organizing and understanding (Romanova, 2009). In general, the basic methods 
of organizing and classifying knowledge forms at all levels of human cognition manifestation and communicative 
activity in the space of everyday life scenarios are currently of considerable interest (Romanova, 2009). The starting 
point in this process is a person as a cognitive agent.  
In order to analyze an emotional affective effect that the composite threats have on the interlocutors, it should be 
noted that the most important elements to reflect the experience gained in the form of certain construct are I-
speaker’s (or subject’s) modality dispositions. I-subject’s modality dispositions are various shades of human self-
perception and perception of real world objects. Like other elements, each I-modality has a definite position on the 
continuum of construct (Romanov & Nemec, 2006).  
The communicative construct of threat is a specific type of relationships between such concept-antonyms as 
comfort and discomfort. This type of relationships is called opposition and it implies that there is at least one 
average element (affective emotional state) in addition to the antonyms in this construct (Romanov & Nemec, 2006). 
Movement from the point of comfort (C) to the point of discomfort (D) can be graphically represented in the form of 
a certain line passing through affective emotional state (A): 
 
 
Fig.1. Poles of the communicative construct of threat. 
 
Unit designations are the following: sign > indicates movement from the pole of comfort to discomfort, symbol 
→ shows the direction of communicative space extension in the construct of threat, symbol | is used to indicate the 
I-speaker and I-hearer’s possible disposition boundaries. 
Practically any performative threat in dialogic interaction is one of the possible I-speaker and I-hearer’s 
dispositions on the content continuum of the performative threat construct, while the communicative construct of 
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threat is a functional-semantic space of threats and a set of I-speaker and I-hearer’s possible dispositions of 
emotional states.  
 
4. Data Analysis 
 
It is known that composite performatives are capable and suitable to expand communicative space of possible 
relationships between members of social interaction in a specific form creating a "new communicative reality" 
(Romanova, 2009). Thus, the communicative space of the threat construct may be extended by fixing interlocutors’ 
dispositions of emotional states that were generated by the composite performative threats. For example, the 
expressions (1) I warn you once more that this kind of talk will do you no good and (2) This kind of talk will do you 
no good are performative threats but they input interlocutors in various emotional states.  
A similar situation is observed in the following examples: (3) I could lick you with one hand tied behind me, if I 
wanted to and (4) I lick you with one hand; (5) I warn you that, unless you are prepared to furnish me with a 
satisfactory explanation, I shall feel bound to complain to the English Ambassador and (6) Unless you are prepared 
to furnish me with a satisfactory explanation, I shall complain to the English Ambassador. 
 
 
  
Fig. 2.Communicative space of the composite performative threats. 
 
These utterances (1) – (6) confirm the existence of the problem in a complex emotional effect description of the 
composite threat-performatives and indicate the necessity of additional element hierarchy depending on the 
emotional state in which threats input the hearer. 
When modal verbs are used in composite constructions there is some dispersion of their meaning, as in the 
majority they are abstracted from their meaning and reflect the level of regulatory relations between participants. In 
particular, they are involved in the organization of cooperative collaboration between the interlocutors for 
realization of global communicative goal (Romanov, 1988). 
The empirical material shows that the following modal verbs can be modal modifiers of predicate core in the 
performative threat-utterances: can, must, may. For example, (7) I can ruin you for life if I choose to open my lips; 
(8) I can find friends that shall make you answer it; (9) I can lick you!; (10) I can easily prove it all when the time 
comes; (11) If you refuse to go willingly, we must use force, Loo; (12) Then I must simply order you back into the 
punishment cell, and keep you there till you change your mind; (13) I must presently beat you myself unless you 
come to the point; (14) You shall hear from me, Mr. Hartright – I may claim from you the satisfaction of a 
gentleman sooner than you think for. 
These examples confirm that additional elements (modal or "included predicates") hedge effect of performative 
utterances when their performativity is concealed in speaker’s doubt or unwillingness to perform some actions. The 
projection of I-hearer’s emotional state on the communicative performative construct of threat in examples (7) - (14) 
shows softening effect (verbal and social) of the threat on the recipients by the mean of additional elements in the 
form of modal verbs can, may, must (see figure 2). 
There are cases of consistent use of the composite threat-performatives and "pure" performative threats in 
dialogic communication. This enables the speaker to "play with reality" by choosing I-hearer’s disposition of 
emotional state in which he is likely to perform acts caused by threat. For example, consider I-speaker and I-hearer’s 
dispositions of emotional states caused by the following threat-utterances: (15) If you don't help me, I must send it (1 
'). If you don't help me, I will send it (2'). You know what the result will be (3'): 
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Fig. 3. The case of consistent use of the composite threat-performatives and "pure" performative threats. 
 
The statement (1') containing an additional element as a modal verb must in its structure extends the 
communicative performative construct of threat to the point of comfort because it expresses speaker’s subjective 
reluctance to perform menasive actions if hearer refuses to perform actions caused by the threat. The statement (2') 
focuses hearer’s attention on that the speaker will perform menasive actions despite his reluctance to perform them. 
The statement (3') provides an opportunity of self-identification to the hearer in the construct of threat to choose 
future form of cooperation in discursive space of communication. 
"Included predicates" (Bogdanov, 1977) are involved in the constructive expansion of performative composites. 
They include predicates of opinion, intention, expectation, permit, permission, emotional state. The next predicates 
(in bold type) expand communicative space of threats, but soften their performative effect: (16) But I warn you all 
that a time's coming when you're going to feel sick whenever you think of this day; (17) If his worship uses this form 
of procedure often, I advise him to get another clerk, that's all, for I shall certainly demit; (18) I recommend you to 
take yourself off, you fool! while there's time to retreat; (19) But get up and come on, or I'll kick yer, and so I give 
yer notice; (20) I declare I'll make Jip bite you if you are so ridiculous.  
Quite often performativity of utterances are disguised as "unavoidable circumstances", which, on the one hand, 
soften performative effect of statements formally, but, on the other hand, have pragmatic function for the 
establishment of new social and personal relations between interlocutors (1, 11). Thereby the speaker softens his 
personal effect (level of control) on the interlocutor deliberately. For example, compare: (21) I regret to be 
compelled to take this step, but you have allowed all this time to go in silence really, and Saturday is the third, and 
without any plans of any kind and (22) I am going to take this step; (23) Come fresh up to the lessons, I advise you, 
for I come fresh up to the punishment and (24) Come fresh up to the lessons, for I come fresh up to the punishment.  
Besides, composite performatives are aimed at coordination of relations between the participants of social 
interaction and communication (1). For example, the author of the threat (25) I am so sorry for you, Alan, but you 
leave me no alternative causes the hearer to perform certain actions to avoid menasive actions or punishment and by 
his utterance coordinates the specifics of existing social relations. 
The following additional elements (in bold type) have a property of performative strengthening effect on I-
hearer’s emotional state: (26) I'm going to write to his wife and to Norman too, if I can't do anything else to break 
this up; (27) I want to box your ears; (28) I mean either to destroy him or so to maul him that he'll be glad to leave 
British settlements alone in future; (29) I promise you, that the time will come when we shall meet again, and try 
this game over in a more earnest manner; (30) If you will behave properly and reasonably, I assure you that we 
shall not treat you with any unnecessary harshness; (31) We shall meet again, I trust and where there are none to 
separate us; (32) I know something that's going to happen; (33) But I bet you I'll lam Sid for that; (34) You been up 
to something you no business to, and I lay I'll find out what it is before I'M done with you; (35) I'll soon settle her 
wandering, I shall warrant; (36) If you make a fool of me again, I ' ll soon cure you, I warrant you!; (37) If thou 
liest, this I swear to thee-thy tongue shall be dragged from thee by the roots!; (38) Still, I swear this, that, when the 
days lengthen, I will go up alone against him and challenge him to battle, and conquer him or fall. 
So, it should be noted that the canonical performative threats are not able to effect I-hearer’s emotional state in a 
way they provide in conjunction with additional elements. The communicative menasive space of the composite 
threat-performatives can be represented in the following way: 
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Fig. 4. The communicative menasive space of the composite threat-performatives. 
 
 
5. Conclusion 
 
The communicative threat construct allows us to study and organize I-speaker and I-hearer’s possible 
dispositions of emotional states generated by the threats in combination with additional elements in menasive 
communicative space. The number of additional elements points to the cognitive complexity of threat-acts. These 
elements can soften the effect of threats on I-hearer’s emotional state and strengthen their complex pragmatic effect. 
Additional elements of performative threat-utterances don’t change illocutionary direction (aim) of threats, they 
hedge it and allow the speaker to avoid tension of interpersonal relations in social communication for his successful 
causation at the mention of punishment. 
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